In this longitudinal study, the authors introduced goal orientation theory to the study of cross-cultural adjustment. The authors examined relationships among dispositional goal orientation, domain-specific self-efficacy, and cross-cultural adjustment. Results indicated that a learning orientation was positively related to sojourners' academic and social self-efficacy, whereas a performance orientation was negatively related to sojourners' social self-efficacy. Sojourners' academic and social self-efficacy were positively related to academic and social adjustment, respectively. A learning orientation was positively related to academic and social adjustment, and the relationship was mediated by self-efficacy. A performance orientation was not related to adjustment. Finally, academic adjustment was positively related to grade point average. The authors discussed implications for research and practices.
Because of increased globalization, there has been a heightened research interest in cross-cultural adjustment (e.g., Shaffer & Harrison, 2001 ). Cross-cultural adjustment refers to the degree of a sojourner's psychological comfort with various aspects of a host country (Black & Gregersen, 1991) . Scholars have examined dispositional antecedents of cross-cultural adjustment (Church, 1982) . This stream of research often lacks sound theoretical frameworks (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1997) and has generally paid little attention to the mechanisms of effects (Kealey, 1989) . Methodologically, scholars often rely on cross-sectional designs (e.g., Arthur & Bennett, 1995; Caligiuri, 2000; Hall & Gudykunst, 1989) . Cross-cultural adjustment is temporal in nature insofar as it is about a process and thus is better examined longitudinally.
Cross-cultural adjustment is a learning process during which sojourners learn the norms, skills, and behaviors appropriate in the new environment in order to be effective (Brislin, Landis, & Brandt, 1983; Earley & Ang, 2003) . Within a learning context, goal orientation theory (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988) has provided a useful set of individual difference variableslearning and performance orientation-predictive of learning and adjustment, particularly when individuals face setbacks. Selfefficacy, a person's belief in his or her capabilities to perform a specific task or action, represents another potentially useful individual difference variable (Bandura, 1997; Gist, 1987) . In this study, our objective was to provide a longitudinal examination of relationships among goal orientation, self-efficacy, and crosscultural adjustment. We distinguished between academic and social self-efficacy and between academic and social adjustment in our empirical tests.
The causal direction between goal orientation and self-efficacy has not been conclusive. Industrial/organizational (I/O) psychologists in general have argued for and empirically showed the goal orientation-self-efficacy link (e.g., Phillips & Gully, 1997) . On the other hand, some social and educational psychologists have suggested the self-efficacy-goal orientation link (e.g., Elliot, 1997) . For example, self-efficacy for learning may increase successful learning, which should increase successful learning orientation in future tasks. Thus, we recognize the reciprocal influence between goal orientation and self-efficacy, which is particularly likely when one chooses to focus on situation-or task-specific goal orientation. Given the order of measurements (i.e., goal orientation at Time 1, self-efficacy at Time 2, and adjustment at Time 3) and different scopes of constructs (i.e., goal orientation as a traitlike variable vs. self-efficacy and adjustment as statelike variables) in the current study, we were able to empirically examine domain-specific selfefficacy as the link between goal orientation and adjustment. With the focus on dispositional rather than situational goal orientation, our approach was appropriate and consistent with that of other I/O scholars (e.g., Kozlowski et al., 2001; Phillips & Gully, 1997; VandeWalle, Cron, & Slocum, 2001) .
To summarize, we extended the dispositional approach to crosscultural adjustment by (a) introducing goal orientation to the study of cross-cultural adjustment, (b) examining some key links between goal orientation and cross-cultural adjustment, and (c) testing our model using a longitudinal design. We also extended the general cross-cultural adjustment literature by empirically examining domain-specific self-efficacies (i.e., academic and social self-efficacy) in cross-cultural adjustment. Finally, we made the much-needed effort to expand goal orientation research into the social domain (i.e., social adjustment).
Theoretical Development and Hypotheses

Goal Orientation Theory and Its Relevance to Cross-Cultural Adjustment
There are two types of dispositional goal orientations: learning and performance orientations (Dweck & Leggett, 1988) . During motivation processes, individuals' goal orientation serves as a superorganizer of their affective, behavioral, and cognitive processes (Dweck, 2000) . A learning orientation is characterized by a view of malleable abilities and a concern with increasing mastery levels (Dweck, 1986 (Dweck, , 2000 Dweck & Leggett, 1988) . When facing setbacks, learning-oriented individuals (a) attribute failure to low effort or less-efficient strategies and envision that increased effort leads to final success; (b) experience less stress because feedback is suggestive of how to improve; and (c) continue to pursue challenging goals, try different strategies, and persist in the task (Dweck, 1986) . A dispositional performance orientation is characterized by a view of fixed abilities and a concern with demonstrating the adequacy of one's ability to others and/or avoiding negative judgments from others (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988) . When facing setbacks, performance-oriented individuals (a) attribute failure to low ability and believe increased effort indicates low ability, (b) experience stress because their self-esteem is threatened, and (c) choose easy tasks or lower their effort (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988) .
Goal orientation scholars have focused mainly on academic and task outcomes, and they have found that relative to a performance orientation, a learning orientation enhances individuals' selfefficacy, efforts, and knowledge learning (e.g., Ames & Archer, 1988; Schraw, Horn, Christ, & Bruning, 1995) . Scholars also have found that self-efficacy is an important link between goal orientation and academic or task outcomes (e.g., Kozlowski et al., 2001; Phillips & Gully, 1997; VandeWalle et al., 2001) . The adaptive affective, cognitive, and behavioral pattern associated with a learning orientation may be beneficial for the development and maintenance of self-efficacy; for example, Phillips and Gully (1997) found that a learning orientation is positively related and a performance orientation is negatively related to self-efficacy, which in turn is positively related to performance.
Scholars have included goal-related constructs such as centrality of goals (e.g., Brislin et al., 1983) and goal levels (e.g., Earley & Ang, 2003) in models of intercultural behaviors. However, empirical tests of these constructs have been rare. In particular, scholars have yet to examine goal orientation in cross-cultural adjustment. Goal orientation is different from the concepts of centrality of goals and goal levels. Goals in the centrality of goals concept refer to task-or assignment-specific goals (Brislin et al., 1983) . Goal in goal-setting theory refers to the performance level individuals shoot for in a specific task. Goal orientation refers to the general purpose individuals bring to various achievement settings.
Insofar as understanding of the host country is a critical competence for successful adjustment (e.g., Kealey & Ruben, 1983) , it is important to examine the role of goal orientation in crosscultural adjustment. Cultural competence is a set of congruent behaviors and attitudes that enable a sojourner to function effectively in cross-cultural situations (Earley & Ang, 2003) . Competence in cross-cultural functioning requires the acquisition of new norms, skills, and patterns of behaviors and their effective application (Brislin et al., 1983; Earley & Ang, 2003; Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 2001) . Because many things sojourners must master are novel and sometimes counter to their past routines, sojourners' cross-cultural adjustment process is often fraught with temporary difficulties (Church, 1982) . How sojourners approach difficulties and maintain high self-efficacy may have a profound impact on their adjustment (Earley & Ang, 2003) .
Scholars in the cross-cultural adjustment area tend to vaguely define self-efficacy as confidence in dealing with the full foreign surroundings (e.g., Black, Mendenhall, & Oddou, 1991) and have yet to conceptualize and measure self-efficacy as a domain-and/or task-specific construct (Bandura, 1986 (Bandura, , 1997 . We distinguish between academic and social self-efficacy for sojourning international students. Given the multifaceted nature of cross-cultural adjustment (Black, 1988) , we also distinguish between academic and social adjustment. Academic adjustment is about adjustments to academic requirements, teaching styles, instructional methods, and classroom interactions, whereas social adjustment refers to adjustments to initiating and maintaining interpersonal relationships in the host country. We expected that relative to a performance orientation, a learning orientation may be more beneficial to the formation and maintenance of domain-specific self-efficacies, which are in turn positively related to adjustment in the corresponding domain. Next, we elaborate on the above conceptual link.
Goal Orientation and Sojourners' Self-Efficacy
During the cultural competence (Earley & Ang, 2003) acquisition process, sojourners often experience difficulties and setbacks. A learning orientation is beneficial for the formation and maintenance of self-efficacy during the process. A learning orientation is characterized by a positive cognitive processing of setback experiences (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988) , which is a major determinant of self-efficacy (Gist & Mitchell, 1992) . Specifically, a learning orientation engenders the perception that setbacks indicate the inadequacy of one's efforts or strategies and that feedback provides diagnostic information that can be used to improve mastery (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988) . As a result, a learning orientation may lead to a lower level of experienced stress, frustration, and anxiety (Dweck & Leggett, 1988) and thus facilitate the formation and maintenance of self-efficacy during the cultural competence acquisition process (Bandura, 1986) . In the presence of well-adjusted others, a learning orientation is likely to increase sojourners' self-efficacy because the learning orientation is a dedication to increasing one's competence and the presence of well-adjusted others provides valuable learning models (Bandura, 1986; Dweck, 1986) . In the presence of poorly adjusted others, a learning orientation is unlikely to decrease self-efficacy because it makes sojourners self-referenced (i.e., seeking self-improvement; Dweck, 1986 Dweck, , 2000 .
A performance orientation may impede the formation and maintenance of self-efficacy during the cultural competence acquisition process. A performance orientation is focused on the demonstration of the adequacy of one's cultural competence or avoidance of negative feedback (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988) . A performance orientation is associated with the avoidance of challenge (e.g., Dweck & Leggett, 1988; VandeWalle et al., 2001 ). This tendency is likely to impede learning during the cultural competence acquisition period, leading to lowered self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988) . A performance orientation engenders the perception that setbacks in cross-cultural encounters indicate low cross-cultural ability, an attribute that cannot be improved through greater efforts (Dweck & Leggett, 1988) . As a result, a performance orientation may engender anxiety, frustration, and stress, which decrease self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986) . Finally, because a performance orientation focuses sojourners on demonstrating the adequacy of their cultural competence to or avoiding negative evaluations from others, it may engender the perception that others' successful adjustment is a threat. A few scholars found that a learning orientation is positively related, whereas a performance orientation is negatively related to self-efficacy in noninternational samples (e.g., Ford, Smith, Weissbein, Gully, & Salas, 1998; Phillips & Gully, 1997) , results that are consistent with our discussion. Thus, we hypothesized the following:
Hypothesis 1: A learning orientation will be positively related to a sojourner's academic and social self-efficacy.
Hypothesis 2:
A performance orientation will be negatively related to a sojourner's academic and social self-efficacy.
Self-Efficacy and Sojourners' Cross-Cultural Adjustment
Conceptually, self-efficacy is an important motivational element for successful cross-cultural adjustment (Earley & Ang, 2003) , but empirically it has received little attention (Shaffer & Harrison, 2001; Shaffer, Harrison, & Gilley, 1999) . In particular, scholars have rarely conceptualized and examined self-efficacy as a domain-specific construct in the cross-cultural adjustment literature. conceptually distinguished between different facets or domains of adjustment, but did not do so for self-efficacy. Some scholars tend to focus on the more general self-confidence (e.g., Kealey, 1996; Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985; Ronen, 1989) , whereas others vaguely define self-efficacy as confidence in dealing with the full foreign surroundings (e.g., . In this study, we propose academic self-efficacy in relation to the academic domain and social self-efficacy in relation to the social domain. We empirically test relationships between domain-specific self-efficacy and domain-specific adjustment.
According to Earley and Ang (2003) , self-efficacy and goal levels are among the central motivational elements in crosscultural adjustment. Sojourners with strong self-efficacies regulate their emotional states effectively; they not only persevere but also set goals and expectations such that they will proactively search for new and useful strategies for approaching the objectives of intercultural encounters (Bandura, 1986; Earley & Ang, 2003) . Research suggests that self-efficacy is associated with job performance, research productivity, coping with stress, learning, and achievement in both academic and nonacademic settings (Gist & Mitchell, 1992; Wood & Locke, 1987) . Thus, we hypothesized the following:
Hypothesis 3: Academic self-efficacy will be positively related to a sojourner's academic adjustment.
Hypothesis 4: Social self-efficacy will be positively related to a sojourner's social adjustment. Kealey and Ruben (1983) pointed out that much of the literature that has attempted to identify factors associated with overseas success focuses on cross-cultural adjustment. Some scholars have examined subjective (self-or other-rated) performance (e.g., Caligiuri, 2000; Earley, 1987; Kraimer, Wayne, & Jaworski, 2001; Parker & McEvoy, 1993) . However, the relationship between adjustment and performance has received relatively less attention (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1997) . As a secondary focus, we suggest that academic adjustment is an antecedent to academic performance. Academic adjustment is a part of a process that allows sojourners to focus and carry through on academic activities (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1997; Parker & McEvoy, 1993) . Thus, we proposed the following:
Hypothesis 5: Academic adjustment will be positively related to academic performance.
We summarize Hypotheses 1-5 in the form of a structural model (see Figure 1) . A sojourner's adjustment experience in one domain may carry over to other domains (e.g., Caligiuri, Hyland, Joshi, & Bross, 1998) . Therefore, we specify a path from academic to social adjustment, a path from social to academic adjustment, and a path from social adjustment to grade point average (GPA). We treat learning and performance orientations as correlated because individuals can be high in both (Button, Mathieu, & Zajac, 1996) .
Method
Participants
Participants were 165 international undergraduate students enrolled in an introductory psychology course offered to 1st-year students at a midwestern U.S. university. Participants received course credit for participation. We collected three independent samples, one in autumn 2001 (n 1 ϭ 77), one in autumn 2002 (n 2 ϭ 43), and one in autumn 2003 (n 3 ϭ 45), from the same introductory course. Because we followed exactly the same procedure, our measurements took place at the same time in relation to the length of sojourning for the three independent samples. A series of analyses of variance indicated that the three independent samples were not significantly different from each other in age, F(2, 150) ϭ 0.81, p ϭ .45; Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) score, F(2, 150)ϭ 2.02, p ϭ .14; high school GPA, F(2, 150)ϭ 0.45, p ϭ .64; social support, F(2, 150) ϭ 2.62, p ϭ .08; learning orientation, F(2, 150) ϭ 0.10, p ϭ .91; performance orientation, F(2, 150) ϭ 1.31, p ϭ .27; academic selfefficacy, F(2, 150) ϭ 0.71, p ϭ .84; social self-efficacy, F(2, 150) ϭ 0.73, p ϭ .84; self-reported academic adjustment, F(2, 150) ϭ 0.62, p ϭ .54; peer-reported academic adjustment, F(2, 150)ϭ 0.73, p ϭ .48; selfreported social adjustment, F(2, 150) ϭ 0.50, p ϭ .61; peer-reported social adjustment, F(2, 150) ϭ 0.77, p ϭ .47; and cumulative GPA in the United States, F(2, 150) ϭ 0.52, p ϭ .59. As such, we combined the three samples in subsequent analyses.
Procedure
On the first day of the class, session instructors distributed a package to international students. The package included a consent form and a ques-tionnaire on goal orientation, social support, TOEFL score, high school GPA, and demographics. A total of 165 international students returned the completed questionnaire and the signed consent form. During the 5th week, participants completed the academic and social self-efficacy scales. During the 9th week, participants completed the academic and social adjustment scales. At the end of the session, we distributed a peer-version academic and social adjustment survey. We instructed participants to find a friend (preferably an American friend) who had had the opportunity to observe their adjustment to complete the survey. In the separate instruction for the peer, we stated that the peer should not fill out the survey without necessary information. We instructed peers to complete the survey independently and return the completed survey to our participants in a properly sealed and signed envelop. Over 90% of peers identified themselves as the participants' American classmates in the peer survey. Finally, at the end of the following academic quarter, we obtained participants' cumulative GPA from the registrar's office. The whole study spanned a period of about 7 months. Because of missing values in the peer-version adjustment survey, our final sample consisted of 153 participants only, which was the sample for all subsequent factor analyses and structural equation modeling analyses.
Measures
Dispositional goal orientation. We used Button et al.'s (1996) measure of dispositional learning and performance goal orientation. Button et al. found that internal consistency reliabilities (Cronbach's alpha) were approximately .70 -.80 across samples for learning and performance orientation. Ford et al. (1998) reported an internal consistency reliability of .79 for learning orientation and .76 for performance orientation. Kozlowski et al. (2001) reported an internal consistency reliability of .85 for both learning and performance orientation. Our own factor analysis result demonstrated a clear two-factor structure. Cronbach's alpha was .79 for learning orientation and .92 for performance orientation.
Academic self-efficacy. We adopted Wood and Locke's (1987) academic self-efficacy scale and added two tasks on adjusting to teaching styles and interacting with instructors. There were a total of nine tasks in the scale. Following Bandura (1997), we asked participants to rate, for each task, their confidence in performing at each difficulty level (0 ϭ cannot do, 10 ϭ certainly can do). We averaged the confidence judgments within each task to obtain the self-efficacy score for that task (Lee & Bobko, 1994) . Our factor analysis on these nine tasks generated a clear one-factor structure. Cronbach's alpha was .91 for the scale.
Social self-efficacy. We measured social self-efficacy using eight items adapted from Smith and Betz (2000) . We asked participants to rate the degree to which they were confident that they could perform each of the eight social activities or tasks. A sample item included "Start conversation with someone you do not know very well" (1 ϭ no confidence at all, 5 ϭ complete confidence). Our factor analysis result indicated that all items loaded on one factor. Cronbach's alpha was .89 for the social self-efficacy scale.
Academic and social adjustment (self-report). We developed our academic and social adjustment scale for sojourning international students (1 ϭ not well adjusted at all to 7 ϭ very well adjusted) on the basis of a study by Black (1988) . We conducted factor analysis using maximum likelihood estimation with oblique direct quartimin rotation (because the two facets of adjustment are unlikely to be orthogonal). Results clearly indicated a two-factor solution (see Table 1 ). Cronbach's alpha was .87 for Figure 1 . Proposed model for the structural relationships among goal orientation, self-efficacy, cross-cultural adjustment, and performance. ASE ϭ academic self-efficacy; LGO ϭ learning goal orientation; GPA ϭ grade point average; PGO ϭ performance goal orientation; SSE ϭ social self-efficacy.
self-reported academic adjustment and .92 for self-reported social adjustment.
Academic and social adjustment (peer-report).
The self-reported adjustment items were slightly modified (i.e., changing "you" in the selfreport version to "this person" in the peer-report version) to suit the peer-evaluation scenario. A sample item included "How well adjusted is this person to his or her schoolwork?" We explained to whom "this person" referred in the instruction for peers. A factor analysis with oblique direct quartimin rotation generated a two-factor structure very similar to that for the self-reported adjustment scale (see Table 1 ). Cronbach's alpha was .89 for peer-reported academic adjustment and .90 for peer-reported social adjustment.
To further assess the discriminant validity among the self-efficacy and adjustment scales, we submitted to exploratory factor analysis the correlation matrix of academic self-efficacy, social self-efficacy, self-reported academic adjustment, self-reported social adjustment, peer-evaluated academic adjustment, and peer-evaluated social adjustment scale items combined. The results indicated that the six factors with items corresponding exactly to the original scales were successfully recovered. The rotated factor loading matrix is available on request from the authors.
Control variables.
In addition to the above core model variables, we measured and controlled for the following variables relevant to sojourners' self-efficacy and adjustment: Participants' English language proficiency using TOEFL scores; previous academic performance using sojourners' high school GPA; and the amount of social support from sojourners' schools, volunteer organizations, and same-nationality friends.
Results Table 2 provides descriptive statistics and correlations. We tested the proposed model (see Figure 1 ) using the RAMONA program (Browne & Mels, 1998) . To account for measurement error in our variables, we formed parcels of indicators for each latent construct using the random assignment technique. The random assignment method was appropriate in our context because factor analyses on the scales clearly demonstrated the unidimensionality of each scale and because our sample size was not very large (Kishton & Widaman, 1994; Landis, Beal, & Tesluk, 2000; Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002) . Specifically, we randomly assigned items from the learning orientation scale to one of two parcels and took the average score for the assigned items as a participant's parcel score. Similarly, we created two parcels for the performance orientation scale and three parcels for academic and social self-efficacy, respectively. We used self-and peerreports as two indicators for academic and social adjustment, respectively.
To provide a more rigorous test of the proposed model, we included control variables (TOEFL score, high school GPA, and social support) that may affect self-efficacy, adjustment, and performance. Estimation of the proposed model resulted in an acceptable fit: 2 (151, N ϭ 153) ϭ 253.79, p Ͻ .01, root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) ϭ .073. We present significant paths in Figure 2 (the dashed lines represent paths for the control variables). The paths from learning orientation to academic and social self-efficacy were positive (␤ ϭ 0.24, p Ͻ .01, and ␤ ϭ 0.32, p Ͻ .01, respectively), supporting Hypothesis 1. The path from performance orientation to social self-efficacy was significant (␤ ϭ Ϫ0.19, p Ͻ .05), but the path from performance orientation to academic self-efficacy was not (␤ ϭ Ϫ0.13, ns), providing only partial support for Hypothesis 2. The path from academic self-efficacy to academic adjustment was positive (␤ ϭ 0.53, p Ͻ .01), supporting Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 4 was supported given the significant social self-efficacy-social adjustment link (␤ ϭ 0.50, p Ͻ .01). Hypothesis 5 was also supported given the significant academic adjustment-GPA link (␤ ϭ 0.37, p Ͻ .01). Among others, the path from social to academic adjustment was significant, but the reverse was not.
We conducted two additional tests of modified models. In modified Model 1, we removed academic and social self-efficacy from the proposed model. Estimation of the direct effect model resulted in a fit of 2 (65, N ϭ 153)ϭ 129.03, p Ͻ .01, RMSEA ϭ .066. The direct links between learning orientation and academic and social adjustment were significant (␤ ϭ .27, p Ͻ .01, and ␤ ϭ .25, p Ͻ .01, respectively). The links between performance orientation and academic and social adjustment were not significant (␤ ϭ Ϫ.06, ns, and ␤ ϭ Ϫ.03, ns, respectively). In modified Model 2, we added direct paths from learning and performance orientations to academic and social adjustment to the proposed model. Estimation of the model resulted in a fit of 2 (147, N ϭ 153) ϭ 246.65, p Ͻ .01, RMSEA ϭ .071. None of the added links was significant. The combined results from tests of the proposed model, modified Model 1, and modified Model 2 indicated that the relationship between learning orientation and adjustment was mediated by self-efficacy.
Discussion
In this longitudinal field study, we observed a direct positive relationship between dispositional learning orientation (at Time 1) and cross-cultural adjustment (at Time 3) and a nonsignificant relationship between dispositional performance orientation and adjustment. We found that learning orientation was positively related to academic and social self-efficacy (both at Time 2), and performance orientation was negatively related to social selfefficacy. Sojourners' academic and social self-efficacy was positively related to academic and social adjustment, respectively. In addition, there was initial evidence that the relationship between learning orientation and adjustment was mediated by self-efficacy. Overall, the above findings seem to support the argument that trait-learning orientation is conducive to cross-cultural adjustment. One possible mechanism for the effects of learning orientation is through providing sojourners with a strong motivational basis (e.g., self-efficacy) for successful cross-cultural adjustment (Earley & Ang, 2003) .
The present study made a number of important contributions to the cross-cultural adjustment literature. First, we introduced goal orientation theory to the study of cross-cultural adjustment. The significant relationship between learning orientation and adjustment suggests that goal orientation theory may offer some useful insights into the cross-cultural adjustment process. Second, we extended the conceptualization of self-efficacy in the crosscultural adjustment literature. We developed domain-specific selfefficacy, which was then used to predict domain-specific adjustment. In support of the cultural intelligence theory (Earley & Ang, 2003) , we found that domain-specific self-efficacies are important to cross-cultural adjustment. Future research may examine motivational elements other than self-efficacy. Third, we provided initial support for the idea that traitlike individual differences such as goal orientation may be related to adjustment through intermediate variables. Previous research focused on the direct relationship between traitlike individual differences and cross-cultural adjustment and generated inconsistent results (Church, 1982) . We suggest that the more distal or global goal orientation may be related to adjustment through the more proximal domain-specific self-efficacies. Fourth, we found that academic adjustment was positively related to GPA and social adjustment was positively related to academic adjustment, and these results therefore advanced our current understanding of relationships among criteria of cross-cultural success. Fifth, the current study represents the first empirical study in the I/O psychology literature examining the effects of goal orientation in a domain (i.e., social domain) other than task domain. Sixth, methodologically, we improved on previous cross-cultural adjustment studies in the dispositional approach by using a rare combination of a four-wave longitudinal design, self-reported adjustment measures, peer-reported adjustment measures, and a performance measure.
Although we used the longitudinal design to examine the proposed goal orientation-self-efficacy-adjustment link, plausible alternative causal explanations could account for our findings, and timing measures based on the assumption of causal order do not preclude a different order. A reviewer suggested that belief in one's capacity to learn (i.e., learning self-efficacy) might have caused learning orientation, which is consistent with the notion that self-efficacy influences goal properties (Bandura, 1997) and that goal orientation is ultimately about the nature of the goals one sets for learning and performance (Seijts, Latham, Tasa, & Latham, 2004) . However, we doubt this explanation can account for our findings, for several reasons. First, our conceptualization, based on goal orientation theory, is that learning orientation is conducive to the development and maintenance of self-efficacy in the face of difficulties during the cultural competence acquisition process. This specification of links from goal orientation to selfefficacy is consistent with research by other scholars (e.g., Kozlowski et al., 2001; Phillips & Gully, 1997; VandeWalle et al., 2001) . Second, we focused on dispositional goal orientation (Button et al., 1996; Kozlowski et al., 2001) . Dispositional goal orientation is a traitlike individual difference, whereas task-specific self-efficacies are statelike variables. VandeWalle (1997) found that goal orientation is quite stable, with test-retest correlations ranging from .57 to .66. We found a similar level of stability for learning goal orientation (test-retest correlation: .61) and a much lower level of stability in our self-efficacy measures. Finally, Seijts et al. (2004) found that although manipulated learning goals influenced performance, which they argued was via self-efficacy and information search, learning orientation disposition continued to have an influence on performance in the specific, high, learninggoal condition. This finding corroborates our interpretation of the importance of dispositional learning orientation as an exogenous variable. That said, we would encourage future work to examine the dynamic influences among the variables. Bandura (1986) argued that variables likely interact in a reciprocal fashion over time. For example, both self-efficacy and adjustment may change over time. Future research may measure self-efficacy and adjustment at multiple points of time to assess mutual causality.
The result that learning orientation was positively related to adjustment is consistent with the emerging stream of research focusing on goal orientation in cross-cultural adjustment (e.g., Porter & Tansky, 1999; Stahl, 2001) . Stahl (2001) identified goal orientation as a success factor for expatriates through interviews. The combined preliminary evidence suggests that learning orientation could be potentially useful to organizations selecting individuals for international posts in which adjustment to the host country is key to effective performance. Future research should replicate our study so that a conclusive suggestion can be made. We found no significant relationship between performance orientation and any facet of adjustment and no significant relationship between performance orientation and academic self-efficacy. Scholars recently distinguished between proving and avoiding performance orientations and suggested that whereas the avoiding performance orientation is dysfunctional, the proving performance orientation may not be (e.g., Day, Yeo, & Radosevich, 2003; VandeWalle et al., 2001 ). We did not distinguish between these two types of performance orientation. Future researchers should separate these two in cross-cultural adjustment research.
We did not include general self-efficacy in the study. Recently, there has been an emerging interest in general self-efficacy (e.g., Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001) . Despite this interest, research on self-efficacy has been mainly focused on task-or domain-specific self-efficacy following Bandura's (1986) original conceptualization. We focused on domain-specific adjustment. It is therefore quite natural to focus on domain-specific self-efficacy, because general self-efficacy does not correspond to any specific domain of adjustment. Bandura (1997) suggests that general self-efficacy tends to have less predictive power. Shaffer and Harrison (2001) found that general self-efficacy was not related to any facet of adjustment. Future cross-cultural adjustment research may include general self-efficacy. Our results regarding social self-efficacy contradicted two existing studies (Shaffer & Harrison, 2001; Shaffer et al., 1999) . Shaffer and her colleagues (Shaffer & Harrison, 2001; Shaffer et al., 1999 ) assessed the social self-efficacy of mainly Americans sojourning in other countries, finding negative or nonsignificant relationships between social self-efficacy and adjustment. They suggested that sojourners' social skills attained in the United States (and measured using scales developed in the United States) might not transfer well to the host countries. In contrast, we focused on sojourners in the United States and assessed their social self-efficacies using a scale developed in the United States. Our measure of social self-efficacy is more appropriate because the kinds of social skills assessed were valued in the United States (the host country).
Our results might generalize to expatriate managers. First, goal orientation theory has been applied to employees in business organizations and has received supportive evidence (e.g., VandeWalle, Brown, Cron, & Slocum, 1999) . Second, sojourning students and expatriates are similar in many respects (Kealey, 1996; Mendenhall, 1996) . Both have tasks to accomplish in environments that are different from their original ones. Accomplishing these tasks may require a learning orientation because the tasks and the environments where they complete the tasks are new. Both must interact with host nationals. Both have their performance evaluated and face consequences of their performance. As Earley and Ang (2003) suggest, "a person adjusting to a foreign culture is very much like a student or learner trying to grapple with new and unfamiliar situations or concepts" (p. 284). Although the infrastructure is less extensive and geared to expatriates' presence than is the case for sojourning international students, this would suggest that a learning orientation is even more important for expatriates, and therefore, the results obtained from our study are likely to be conservative. Some differences do exist between the two groups, and thus, generalization to expatriates should be made with caution. For example, students' purpose of sojourning (i.e., obtaining a degree) is different from expatriates' (i.e., establishing business for profit) (Mendenhall, 1996) , and the consequences of students' actions may not have an immediate impact on their lives, compared with that of expatriate managers. Future researchers should replicate our study using expatriate managers.
To conclude, we extended the dispositional approach to crosscultural adjustment by (a) introducing goal orientation theory and (b) examining the role of goal orientation and self-efficacy in crosscultural adjustment using a relatively rigorous methodology. Results supported the importance of dispositional learning orientation and domain-specific self-efficacy in cross-cultural adjustment.
